
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION REGION 
841 Chestnut Building 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

Request for Approval of Removal Action and 
$2 Million Exemption for the Spectron, Inc. Site near 
the City of Elkton, Cecil County, Maryland 

FROM: 

TO : 	 Abraham Ferdas. Acting Director 
Hazardous Sites Management Division 

THRU: 

I. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this document is to request approval for construction of a containment 

system that will prevent contaminated entering Little Elk Creek (the "Creek') 
at the Superfund Site, located offRoute 2 13, north of Elkton,Maryland. In accordance 
with the studies conducted by the Spectron,Inc.Site Generator and Transporter Group ("the 
PRP Group"), Respondents to Administrative Order by Consent [Docket No. 
('I 1991 Order"), the stream containment proposal is the most feasible altemative to protect the 
water quality at the location of the Little Creek. The Little Elk Creek through the Site 
and transports releases the Site downstream to the Elk The Elk River empties into 
the Chesapeake Bay near Elkton. As a result of the investigations described below, a Stream 
Containment System has been proposed. As detailed in this memorandum, EPA attempted to 

Creek, butdevelop a cleanup alternative that would not becausedisrupt the of the unique 
conditions at thisSite and the serious complexity of the contamination, we have concluded that 

that willthe Stream provideContainment System is the timely protection of 
the Creek.Thepublic purpose of this memorandum is to request evaluate and 

document approval of the proposed removal actions described in Section VII below, for the 
Site.Spectron, 
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II. SITE CONDITIONS AND 

A.. . Site Description 

, o c m  

The Site is located at 1 1  1 Providence Road, Cecil County, Maryland. The Site is 
bordered on the east by Elk Valley Road and Providence Road to the south and west. The Creek 
bisects the Site in a direction, separating the formerly active solvent 
recovery facility portion the portion where the office is located. The designated uses of the 
Creek are water contact recreation, fishing and protection of aquatic life and wildlife. The Site 
consists of 8 acres located within a residential ,and agricultural area near Maryland. 
There are nineteen residences within a quarter mile of the Site. Several residences are within 
fifty feet of the Site. All of the residences use private drinking water wells. Access to the Site 
from Elk Valley Road is across a foot bridge over the Creek or through the main gates on 
Providence Road. 

2. Site R-

From 1961 until approximately August 1988, solvent recycling facilities operated at 
this location seriatim. Although the facility operated under different Galaxy 
Chemicals, Inc., Solvent Distillers, Inc., and Spectron,Inc. ("Spectron"), the manager 
of all three facilities was Paul J. These three facilities reclaimed, treated, reprocessed and 
recycled industrial wastes, which primarily waste solvents such as halogenated organic 
solvents methylene chloride, and and aromatics 

toluene, xylene and benzene). Because the Little Elk CreekValley is and 
air releases from the facility remained in the valley. From the of its 

operation, the facility operators received complaints from nearby residents. Because of the 
continuous air releases with accompanying odors, the residents also complained to the Cecil 
County Health Department. Furthermore, there were documented violations of the facility's 
National Pollution Discharge System ("NPDES")permit as well as Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act violations. In 1980, EPA filed a complaint in 
District Court against the facility for RCRA and Clean Water Act violations. The Court ordered 
Spectron, Inc. and to close the on-Site lagoons, cap the area and install a pump and 
treat system to collect and treat the releases from the Site to the Creek. When Spectron. Inc. 
ceased operating August 1988, many hazardous substances received, processed, generated and 
used in its operations left 

On April 12, 1989, at the request of the Maryland Department of the Environment 
("MDE"), EPA conducted an emergency assessment of the conditions at the Site. EPA found 
approximately 1,300 drums and 62 tanks hazardous substances on-Site. Many of the 
substances identified by markings, hazardous waste labels, placards, hazardous waste 
manifests and Spectron records as flammable liquids and solids and as hazardous wastes. Some 
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of the drums and tankswere leaking, rusted and/or dented or were otherwise unsuitable for 
storage or transport of hazardous wastes. Field tests and laboratory confirmed that 
approximately halfof the liquid-containing drums on site had a flash point of 73 degrees 
Fahrenheit. These substances are designated Class I (most flammable). Further analysis 
of the contents of the tanksand drums showed that the drums and tankscontained hazardous 
substances, including, but not limited to. the following: lene chloride. trichloroethylene. 

toluene, methyl ethyl ketone, acetone and polychlorinated biphenyls 

On June 1 ,  1989, the EPA Region Regional Administrator approved the expenditure 
funds Action Memo"), pursuant to Section 104 of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), to address the releases and threat 
releases at the Site. actions between June and August 1989 consisted of over packing 
leaking drums,decanting tanks,sampling and analysis of substances on-Site, 
identification and segregation of those substances, treatment and disposal of the contaminated 
water in the containment dikes and continued 24- hour Site security and fire watch. The 1989 
Action Memo and subsequent OSC Report located in the Record supporting this 
action describe in detail the actions taken at that time as well as the hazardous substances found 
at the Site. 

On August 2 1,1989, EPA entered into an Order by Consent, ("August 
1989 Order"), (Docket No, pursuant to CERCLA Section 106 with the 
Group. The August 1989 Order required the continuation of emergency response actions for the 
removal and disposal of the found at the Site, specifically, the 
aforementioned hazardous substances in overpacked containers, tanksand dikes. . 

Subsequently, air monitoring at the Site and at private residences near the Site detected 
vapors volatile organic chemicals ("VOCs") on-Site, adjacent to the Site and in 
private residences near the Site. Levels of VOCs as high as 150 parts per million have 
been detected in one or more of the seeps emanating below the surface of the Site. The 
hazardous substances found on-Site during the 1989 response actions were identified in the 
uncontrolled seeps discharging from the Site into the Creek, as well as in piezometer wells 
installed in the Creek, in two angled bedrock monitoring wells underneath the Creek bed, a mile 
downstream the Site and in residential wells. 

levels which exceed drinking water standards have been identified in on-
Site well samples. Identified contaminants include many VOCs and several heavy 

group are two chemicals that are classified by EPA, the National 
Toxicology Program and the International Agency for Research on Cancer as 
known human carcinogens, benzene and vinyl chloride. All the residents of the Little Elk 
Creek Valley (also referred to as the Providence Valley) use groundwater as their source of 
drinking water. Residential wells in the vicinity of the Site range in depth from twenty feet to 
two hundred and fifty feet, with several hand dug wells. In 1987, there were twenty-one 
permitted wells a one-mile radius and several residential wells within fifty feet of the Site. 
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On January 16, 1990, Regional Administrator determined that the continued 
release and threat of a release of hazardous substances from the Site, and specifically the 
seeps in the western stream banks of the Creek. may present an imminent andsubstantial 

to the public health or welfare or to the environment. Warning signs were 
immediately posted on the Creek both at and below the Site to the public of the stream 

and to advise against in the Creek. EPA entered into negotiations with the 
for response actions that could be implemented to mitigate the seeps. 

On September 27, 1991, the 1991 Order was entered into by the Group in which the 
PRP Group agreed to develop a plan to abate, mitigate eliminate the seepage of hazardous 
substances into the Creek by installing a groundwater treatment system consisting of: ground 
water extraction wells extending not more than ten feet into the bedrock; and (ii) a groundwater 
system capable of treating up to gallons-per minute consisting of no more than nonaqueous 
phase liquid separation. chemical precipitation of metals and solids, steam or air stripping, 
carbon adscrption and chemical oxidation. The discharge was to be in compliance with effluent 
limits derived from the NPDES program of the State of Maryland and any additional state and 
federal law ("Discharge Criteria"). 

3.  EV-

The 1991 Order the PRP Group to abate, mitigate eliminate the seepage 
of hazardous substances into the Creek the Inc. Site by installing a groundwater 
treatment system consisting of groundwater extraction wells extending not more than ten feet 
into bedrock followed by a groundwater system capable of up to 50 gallons per minute. 
In a study performed by the PRP Group concentrated on the development of a design for a 
groundwater extraction and treatment system to mitigate discharges of chemicals of concern 
from the Site to the Creek. The data generated by the study was presented to EPA in 1992. The 
data generated by the study clearly showed that the seeps were not the sole source of 
contamination into the Creek. The seeps, monitoring wells, (installed in the creek 
bed) and stream sediment data indicate that are levels of in all four areas 
and that sources from the Site contribute to the The sources are 

groundwater, water and recharge water that enter the Creek. It cancluded 
that the pump and treat system required by the 1991 Order would intercept less that of the 
contaminants from the Site into the Creek and would not effectively meet the stream 
water set forth in the 1991 Order. After analyzing the relevant EPA reached 
the same conclusion. 

In the PRP Group proposed several alternatives to the original pump and 
treat system. EPA concluded that the proposed alternatives would also not meet the discharge 
criteria set forth in 1991 Order. The Group then conducted a Focused Remedial 
Investigation The was intended to be a focused investigation of the occurrence of 
Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids originating the Site, which are one of the 
suspected sources of contamination to the Creek, and an evaluation of possible alternatives to 
control that DNAPL contamination. Based on the findings of the and the identification of 
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the other sources, including the presence of VOCs in the unconsolidated fill material and natural 
sediments underlying the Site (overburden) and Creek sediment DNAPL, the Group 
proposed that a system be developed that would be able to prevent the contaminated groundwater 
from entering the Creek from all three sources. 

Re;m Sub-4. or -d 

' 

u m  or C-

The Administrative Record contains specific about the hazardous substances 
that were identified, removed and disposed the Site during 1989 response actions. as 
well as the PRP Group's report describing its performance of related response actions. 
Hazardous substances have been found in the subsurface similar to those which were found 
during those original response actions, as described below. 

Arsenic, chromium, cadmium, nickel, and manganese were identified in groundwater 
extracted from Monitoring Well #3. The analytical data showed concentrations of these 
metals in excess of the Maximum Contaminant Level MW 3 is located along the 
western shore of the Site near one of the seeps that exhibits high levels of hazardous substances. 

benzene, methylene chloride, toluene and 
trichloroethane were some of the VOCs and semi-volatile chemicals ("semi-voa") identified in 
excess of the MCLs in MW and also exceed MCLs for VOCs. These 
wells are located near the bank of the Creek. 

Five seeps along the west bank of the Creek were sampled. Samples were also collected 
immediately downstream of the Site just below the Providence Road bridge. Methylene 
chloride, 1,2 1 chlorobenzene, 
butanone, toluene, ethyl benzene and benzene were among the contaminants identified in the six 
seeps at very high concentrations. The same organic chemical compounds were present in 
surface water samples collected fromthe Creek. Sample results for all the chemical parameters 
are set forth in Attachment A. 

The Inc.Sitewas proposed for listing on the CERCLA National Priorities List 
in 1992. InMay 1994,EPA placed the Inc. Site on the NPL by 

publication in Register (see 59 27989 (May 11,1994)). 

B. 

Previous actions conducted at the Site are presented in detail in the Site Background 
Section, above. 
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2. 

The conducted in 1994 identified removal alternatives prevent the hazardous 
substances released from the Site from entering the Creek. A stream containment design was 
proposed at that time and is currently in its final design stage. The design calls for a gabion mat 
installed over a synthetic membrane with a drain" system which drains into a sump that 

collect the contaminated Creek water, pump and treat it, and discharge the treated water back 
into the stream. The gabion mat will permit relatively easy repairs, as well as serve as a substrate 
for the replacement of stream vegetation. 

In December 1997, numerous surface water samples were collected from the Creek as 
downstream from the Spectron facility as one mile. The sampling that a Creek 
containment system would be necessary prevent substantial sources of contamination from 
entering the Creek from the Site. 

C. State and Local Authorities' Role 

1. J,o- to 

The State and EPA have worked together at this Site, and continue to coordinate 
response actions at this Site. The County has provided health consultations through a 

of City and County Health Officers grant provided by the 
Agency for Toxic Disease Registry ("ATSDR). Both the State and the County have 
participated in public meetings. 

2. 

Both the MDE and the Cecil County Health Department have supported the actions of 
EPA in the past with regard to this Site. Both MDE and the Health Department recognize the 

ofneed for action theto protect the public health residentsand impacted by the Site 
support ofreleases, and they thishave expressed specific action. 

of the NationalSection Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
the factors whichContingency Plan should be considered in determining the 

appropriateness of a removal action. Under Section 300.41 

A) "Actual or potential exposure to nearby human 
animals, or the food chain from hazardous 

substances or pollutants or 

High concentrations of hazardous substances, both heavy metals and volatile organic 
compounds in on-Site monitoring wells, seeps, sediments and groundwater have been 
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documented analytical data since the 1980s. as described above. Some of the hazardous 
substances are above Maximum Contaminant Levels for Water Standards 
and have been found some of the residential wells. Some of the hazardous substances are 
above the State Water Quality Criteria and relevant federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria and 
are a risk to both aquatic life and the quality of the drinking water from private wells. 

B) 300.4 "Actual or potential contamination of drinking water 
supplies or sensitive ecosystems;" 

Contamination of private residential wells, used for water, has been documented 
since 1988 to the present. Stream contamination has been documented since at least 1989. 
Concentrations of several hazardous metals and organic compounds in the Creek exceed the 
MCLs, the State Water Quality Criteria and relevant federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria. 
The Creek is designated for the following uses under the State of Maryland's NPDES Program: 
water contact recreation. fishing and protection of aquatic life and wildlife. The Creek empties 
into the Elk River which drains into the Chesapeake Bay. The benthic and riparian habitat in the 
vicinity of the Site has likely been adversely by originating the 
Site, as ecological risk may be posed by a fraction of the level of contamination found at the Site. 
Additionally, fish consumption represents another risk to human health, due to possible 

of hazardous substances from the fish tissue. As long as the 
into the Creek occur, the potential risk to human health (through drinking water supplies and fish 
consumption) and sensitive ecosystems exists. 

C) 	 300.41 "High levels of hazardous substances or pollutants or 
in soils largely at or near the surface, but may 

migrate;" 

There is a shallow overburden on the bedrock on-Site and the Site itself has an asphalt 
cap which prevents migration by surface runoff and mitigates the potential for dermal contact on 

and areSite. The groundwater and surface threatenedwater are most by the on-going 
and semi-migration of high levels of volatile chemicals in soils and sediments. This 
migrating into themigration results in Creek and the private residential wells used 

�or drinking water. 

D) "Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances 
or pollutants or contaminants to migrate or be released:" 

Heavy cause rapid increase in the water level of the Creek. Flooding may increase 
the amount of hazardous substances transported downstream by increasing the amount of run-off 
from the Site. These hazardous substances may then the contamination in private 
residential wells. 
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300.41 "The availability of other appropriate Federal or State 
response mechanisms to respond to the release:" 

The State and local authorities do not have the resources to perform a removal of this 
magnitude or complexity. 

Based on the information available, EPA had determined that a threat to public health. 
welfare the environment exists due to the actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances. These actual and threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site. if not 
addressed by implementing appropriate response actions, may continue to present an imminent 
and substantial endangerment to public welfare, or the environment. 

Section of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. describes those circumstances 
under which the Agency may exceed the million statutory limit for Removal Actions. 
Specifically, the consistency waiver under Section states that"continued response action. 
is otherwise appropriate and consistent with the action to be taken." The proposed 
removal actions identified in thisdocument meet the consistency exemption criteria of CERCLA 
Section for continued response beyond the $2 million statutory limit for Removal 
Actions. the proposed actions are both appropriate and are believed to be consistent 
with any remedial action to be taken at the Site. 

The continued Removal Actions for which is requested are consistent with 
the objectives of the remedial action being contemplated by the Remedial Program. Presently, 
additional is being gathered for selection of a long-term remedy �or this Site. The 
proposed removal actions are not to impede the implementation of any possible future 
remedial actions and are intended only to with the immediate threats posed by the Site. The 
proposed removal actions will the most immediate threats to the public and the 
environment. 

T I S 

The performed by the Group in 1994 identified several alternative responses to 
the proposed shallow pump and treat system. The alternatives that were proposed to and 
considered by were as follows: 

A. Creek Aeration 

This option would involve blowing large volumes of air through the Creek water 
after the contaminants mix in the Creek. This could cause the contaminants to 
volatilize, thus reducing downstream migration. option might reduce 
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downstream migration of contaminants away from the Site, it would increase 
contaminant levels in the air at the Site and would not address the potential for 
exposure by direct contact to the seeps themselves. 

B. Pump and Treat Shallow Ground Water 

This option would involve installing shallow groundwater wells at the Site to 
intercept highly contaminated groundwater before it seeps along the creek bank 
into the Creek. This option would also include covering the predominant seep 
areas with to prevent direct contact with contaminated soil. While this 
option could address potential exposure to the highly contaminated seeps, it 
would not meet State Water Quality Criteria because it does not address bedrock 
groundwater recharge to or the pure solvents in the Creek sediments. 
As discussed above, the study concluded that this alternative would only address a 
fraction of the sources of contamination to the Creek. 

C. Sediment Removal 

This option would involve excavating the highly sediments in the 
middle of the Creek, which several inches of hazardous wastes. This 
option also would not meet the State Water Criteria because it fails to 
address the seeps and the bedrock groundwater that are transporting 

into the Creek. 

D. Combination 

This option would involve combining sediment shallow groundwater 
pump and treat, and Creek aeration. combination of options removes more 
contamination than any one of these options alone. However. State Water Quality 
Criteria would not be met in the 850 foot stretch of the Creek at the Site. Also. 
this option would not abate the significant air releases of contaminants from the 
aeration system. 

E. Preferred Removal Alternative - The Stream Containment System 

The lining of approximately 850 feet of Creek length at the Site with an 
impervious,chemical resistant, synthetic membrane from just below the Spectron 

to justpast the Providence Road Bridge will effectively stop releases from 
the Site to the Creek. Mats of rock encased in fence mats) 
shall be placed on the membrane or liner to protect the liner and provide a surface 
on which to rebuild the habitat in the Creek. Underneath the membrane, a french 
drain system shall collect the groundwater. A small treatment plant 
shall be constructed to treat the water collected beneath the liner, 
which will then be discharged back to the Creek. This 
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1 )  captures contamination from shallow ground water that enters the Creek 
from the seeps along the bank; 

2) captures contaminated deep or bedrock groundwater that discharges 
into the Creek from below; 

captures contaminants resulting dissolution of pure solvents that 
are in the Creek sediments. 

This alternative is set forth in detail in Section VII, below. The removal alternatives were 
’ 

reviewed and the Stream Containment System design is concluded to be the only proposal that 
would meet all the State Water Quality Criteria. As discussed above, EPA had attempted to 
develop a cleanup alternative that would not disrupt the Creek, but because of the unique 
conditions at this Site and the serious complexity of the contamination, we have concluded that 
the Stream Containment System is the only alternative at point that will provide timely 
protection of public health. 

VII. 0POSF.D QNS AND AIED S 

A. 

1. 

Proposed Actions - The Stream Containment System 

(a) Conduct a detailed ecological baseline evaluation in accordance with “Rapid 
Bioassessment Protocols for Use in Streams and Rivers,” May 1989, to characterize the existing 
ecological conditions present at the Site prior to the installation of the Stream 
System for all information to complete the post-construction outlined in 
and (g), below; 

(b) Successfully relocate stream habitants, to the extent practicable, and then prepare the stream 
bed for installation of the Stream Containment System at all locations where the Liner specified in 
(d). below, will be installed by removing regradingsubstrate material and installing a 

aggregate evenbedding layer to surfaceprovide for the liner; 

(c) Construct a collection system that shall capture all contamination emanating from the source 
areas, which include, but are not limited to, Creek sediment contamination. the seeps located on 
the Creek banks and DNAPL discharging from bedrock and overburden, that could be impacting 
the Creek; 

(d) Install an impervious,chemical resistant, synthetic membrane liner at all locations in the 
from the SiteCreek maywhere impact the Creek that shall isolate Creek flows 

from the source areas including, but not limited to, those identified in (c), above. Minimize 
interference withCreek flows by installing the liner during low flow conditions, and through use 
of temporary in-stream diversion dams and pumping; 

10 



I 

(e) Construct and install a groundwater treatment system for the contaminated water that shall 
treat all liquid collected through operation of the collection system identified in 
above, to meet identified in Attachment A, and then discharge treated water back to the 
Creek in accordance with the identified 

Place gabion mats over the liner specified in (d), above, to maintain the integrity the liner. 
and provide a substrate for the re-establishment of the ecological conditions that had been present 
in the waterway prior to the installation of the containment system and as described by the 
ecological baseline evaluation conducted pursuant to (a), above; 

(g) Operate and maintain the collection system identified in (c), above, the treatment system in 
(e), above. and the gabion system in to meet all including those related to re­

the ecological conditions that had been present in the Creek prior to the installation 
of the Stream Containment System; 

(h) Assure the proper disposal of any material removed the Site in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations, including but not limited to 40C.F.R. 300.440. 

2. 

The Site is currently listed on the NPL. The proposed removal action is consistent with 
accepted removal practices and is expected to abate threats thatmeet NCP removal 
criteria. The proposed removal action is anticipated actionsto be consistent with future 
at this Site. 

3. of -ve

The proposed removal actions at this Site do not preclude the use of alternative 
Ittechnologies to mitigate the doesthreats posed by current conditions at the Site in the 

not itself utilize such technologies. 

4. -Re 

action memorandumalternative shallsetThe selected forth complyin with 
all Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental and public health 

for the removalrequirements. The action described herein are set forth in --Attachment A. 

I t  is anticipated that the scope of work defined by this Action Memo can be completed 
within the statutory limit for removal action. 
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B. Estimated Costs 

The estimated costs associated with the proposed removal actions are follows: 

Regional Allowance Costs 

ERCS 15.00 
15% Contingency 1,497,443.OO 

Other Costs not Funded from 
Regional 

SATA 
Contingency Costs $ 225,000.00 

TOTAL $1 1,707,958.00 

Direct Costs 
Indirect Costs $ 850,260.00 

TOTAL 3,684,460.00 

TOTAL REMOVAL PROJECT CEILING $15,392,418.00 

If no action is taken or the action is delayed, the release or potential release of hazardous 
substances wellsfrom the Site to the Creek nearand to the the Creek will continue. 
The potential for adverse effects on human and ecological receptors will also continue. 

outstanding policy issuesThere pertaining to the Site. 
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X. EXFOR-

Upon approval of this removal action memorandum, it is anticipated that the Group 
will complete the design for the stream containment and implement construction in a timely 

The Stream System is estimated to be constructed no later than Spring 
1999. 

This decision document represents the selected removal actions for the Spectron. Inc. Site 
near Cecil County, Maryland, developed in accordance with CERCLA. as amended. and 
not inconsistent with the NCP. This decision is based upon recordthe for the Site. 
Because conditions at the Site meet the criteria in the NCP, 40 C.F.R. for a removal 
action, I recommend your approval of the proposed removal actions. 

You may indicate your approval or disapproval by signing below. 

DATE 
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